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of S. 2960, a bill to encourage reduction 
of disposable plastic products in units 
of the National Park System, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 3304 
At the request of Mr. KENNEDY, the 

name of the Senator from Michigan 
(Ms. STABENOW) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 3304, a bill to amend title 38, 
United States Code, to improve the 
ability of veterans to electronically 
submit complaints about the delivery 
of health care services by the Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs. 

S. 3421 
At the request of Mr. MENENDEZ, the 

name of the Senator from North Da-
kota (Mr. HOEVEN) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 3421, a bill to clarify that 
section 107 of the Countering America’s 
Adversaries Through Sanctions Act ap-
plies sanctions with respect to un-
manned combat aerial vehicles fol-
lowing a 2019 change by the United Na-
tions providing additional clarity to 
the United Nations Register of Conven-
tional Arms. 

S. 3494 
At the request of Mr. OSSOFF, the 

name of the Senator from Colorado 
(Mr. HICKENLOOPER) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 3494, a bill to amend the 
Ethics in Government Act of 1978 to re-
quire Members of Congress and their 
spouses and dependents to place cer-
tain assets into blind trusts, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 3607 
At the request of Mr. WHITEHOUSE, 

the names of the Senator from Cali-
fornia (Mr. PADILLA) and the Senator 
from Minnesota (Ms. KLOBUCHAR) were 
added as cosponsors of S. 3607, a bill to 
award a Congressional gold medal, col-
lectively, to the First Rhode Island 
Regiment, in recognition of their dedi-
cated service during the Revolutionary 
War. 

S. 3658 
At the request of Ms. ROSEN, the 

names of the Senator from Kentucky 
(Mr. PAUL) and the Senator from Mary-
land (Mr. VAN HOLLEN) were added as 
cosponsors of S. 3658, a bill to amend 
the Higher Education Act of 1965 to 
provide for interest-free deferment on 
student loans for borrowers serving in 
a medical or dental internship or resi-
dency program. 

S. 3890 
At the request of Mr. PETERS, the 

name of the Senator from Oregon (Mr. 
WYDEN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
3890, a bill to improve intergovern-
mental cooperation and reduce duplica-
tive spending, and for other purposes. 

S. 3909 
At the request of Mr. KAINE, the 

name of the Senator from Michigan 
(Mr. PETERS) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 3909, a bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to make employ-
ers of spouses of military personnel eli-
gible for the work opportunity credit. 

S. 3956 
At the request of Mr. MERKLEY, the 

name of the Senator from Oregon (Mr. 

WYDEN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
3956, a bill to direct the Administrator 
of the Environmental Protection Agen-
cy to establish a grant program to im-
prove the effectiveness of education 
and outreach on ‘‘Do Not Flush’’ label-
ing, and to require the Federal Trade 
Commission, in consultation with the 
Administrator, to issue regulations re-
quiring certain products to have ‘‘Do 
Not Flush’’ labeling, and for other pur-
poses. 

S. 4105 

At the request of Mr. BROWN, the 
names of the Senator from Louisiana 
(Mr. CASSIDY), the Senator from Idaho 
(Mr. RISCH), the Senator from South 
Dakota (Mr. ROUNDS) and the Senator 
from Mississippi (Mrs. HYDE-SMITH) 
were added as cosponsors of S. 4105, a 
bill to treat certain liquidations of new 
motor vehicle inventory as qualified 
liquidations of LIFO inventory for pur-
poses of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986. 

S. 4120 

At the request of Mr. REED, the 
names of the Senator from Illinois (Ms. 
DUCKWORTH) and the Senator from 
Florida (Mr. RUBIO) were added as co-
sponsors of S. 4120, a bill to maximize 
discovery, and accelerate development 
and availability, of promising child-
hood cancer treatments, and for other 
purposes. 

S. 4161 

At the request of Mrs. GILLIBRAND, 
the name of the Senator from Vermont 
(Mr. LEAHY) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 4161, a bill to establish effluent 
limitations guidelines and standards 
and water quality criteria for 
perfluoroalkyl and polyfluoroalkyl 
substances under the Federal Water 
Pollution Control Act, and for other 
purposes. 

S. 4192 

At the request of Mr. CASEY, the 
name of the Senator from Illinois (Mr. 
DURBIN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
4192, a bill amend the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986 to end the tax subsidy for 
employer efforts to influence their 
workers’ exercise of their rights around 
labor organizations and engaging in 
collective action. 

S. 4213 

At the request of Mrs. GILLIBRAND, 
the name of the Senator from Cali-
fornia (Mr. PADILLA) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 4213, a bill to amend the 
Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938 to 
prohibit employers from paying em-
ployees in the garment industry by 
piece rate, to require manufacturers 
and contractors in the garment indus-
try to register with the Department of 
Labor, and for other purposes. 

S. 4245 

At the request of Mr. BOOKER, the 
name of the Senator from Vermont 
(Mr. SANDERS) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 4245, a bill to impose a mora-
torium on large agribusiness, food and 
beverage manufacturing, and grocery 
retail mergers. 

S. 4287 

At the request of Mr. GRAHAM, the 
name of the Senator from Nevada (Ms. 
ROSEN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
4287, a bill to permit COPS grants to be 
used for the purpose of increasing the 
compensation and hiring of law en-
forcement officer, and for other pur-
poses. 

S. RES. 183 

At the request of Mr. WYDEN, the 
name of the Senator from Oklahoma 
(Mr. LANKFORD) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. Res. 183, a resolution con-
demning the Government of Iran’s 
state-sponsored persecution of its 
Baha’i minority and its continued vio-
lation of the International Covenants 
on Human Rights. 

S. RES. 427 

At the request of Mr. MARKEY, the 
name of the Senator from Illinois (Mr. 
DURBIN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
Res. 427, a resolution to commemorate 
the 30-year anniversary of the 1991 
Paris Peace Agreements with Cam-
bodia and to call upon all signatories 
to those Agreements to fulfill their 
commitments to secure a peaceful, 
prosperous, democratic, and sovereign 
Cambodia. 

f 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. THUNE (for himself, Mr. 
MCCONNELL, Mr. BARRASSO, Mr. 
BLUNT, Ms. ERNST, Mr. SCOTT of 
Florida, Mr. DAINES, Mr. COT-
TON, Mr. MARSHALL, Mr. 
CRAMER, Mr. CRAPO, Ms. LUM-
MIS, Mr. LANKFORD, Mr. RUBIO, 
Mrs. BLACKBURN, Mr. BOOZMAN, 
Mr. WICKER, Mr. HAWLEY, Mr. 
RISCH, Mrs. CAPITO, Mr. BRAUN, 
Mr. TUBERVILLE, Mr. MORAN, 
Mrs. FISCHER, Mr. SCOTT of 
South Carolina, Mr. GRASSLEY, 
and Mr. SULLIVAN): 

S. 4409. A bill to prohibit providers of 
email services from using filtering al-
gorithms to flag emails from political 
campaigns that consumers have elect-
ed to receive as spam; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, former 
Google executive chairman Eric 
Schmidt, in writing with Jared Cohen, 
once said: 

Modern technology platforms [are] even 
more powerful than most people realize [and 
that] our future world will be profoundly al-
tered by their adoption and successfulness in 
societies everywhere. 

There is no question that Big Tech 
plays an ever increasing role in our 
lives. I imagine most of us wouldn’t 
even be able to count the number of 
times a day we interact with tech-
nology platforms, from checking our 
email to spending time on social media 
to searching on Google, and the pan-
demic only accelerated that trend as 
our reliance on technology for every-
thing from social connection to food 
delivery increased. 
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I don’t need to tell anyone that tech-

nology platforms offer lots of benefits. 
They are sources of entertainment and 
information. They make it easier to 
stay close to distant loved ones. They 
allow us to shop, to conduct business, 
and to connect with friends, and to ad-
vocate for causes that we believe in. 

But I also don’t need to tell anyone 
that technology platforms have a more 
problematic side as well. One big prob-
lem arises from the increased ability 
Big Tech has to shape the information 
we see through the use of opaque algo-
rithms. Gone are the days when you 
logged into Facebook and just con-
sumed content that had been posted 
chronologically since your previous 
login. Now, Facebook and other social 
media platforms use algorithms to 
shape your news feed and provide sug-
gestions for additional content, empha-
sizing posts that the platforms think 
you will be interested in and deempha-
sizing other posts. 

Now, obviously, algorithms are not 
all bad. Most of us like it when 
YouTube automatically plays another 
video by our favorite band instead of 
switching to something completely un-
related. But if a 15-year-old kid watch-
es a video and then YouTube’s algo-
rithms lead him or her down a path of 
inappropriate videos—well, I think you 
could see that is a problem. 

A 2021 Wall Street Journal investiga-
tion into TikTok revealed how easy it 
is for young users to be bombarded 
with inappropriate and disturbing con-
tent. And thanks to limited or opaque 
disclosures, people are often not aware 
of just how much their experience on 
technology platforms is being shaped 
by opaque algorithms. 

When we search for something on 
Google, most of us don’t spend a lot of 
time thinking about the fact that 
Google is tailoring our search results 
to what it thinks we want to see or 
what it wants us to see. But the fact of 
the matter is that almost all of the in-
formation being presented to us by Big 
Tech platforms like social media and 
Google is being filtered and tailored to 
us. And while, again, this can have a 
positive side, it can also have negative 
consequences, ranging from political 
polarization to addictive behavior. 

As technology platforms play an ever 
more dominant role in our lives, I be-
lieve platforms should be required to 
make users aware of the fact that an 
algorithm is controlling the content 
they see. To that end, I have offered 
multiple pieces of legislation to in-
crease Big Tech’s transparency and to 
give consumers more control over their 
experience. 

My bipartisan Filter Bubble Trans-
parency Act would require large-scale 
internet platforms to notify users that 
the content they are seeing has been 
selected for them by secret algorithms, 
creating a unique universe of informa-
tion for each user—a phenomenon that 
is often referred to as the ‘‘filter bub-
ble.’’ Platforms would also be required 
to give users the choice to switch to a 

version of the platform that is filter 
bubble-free. 

I have also introduced the bipartisan 
Platform Accountability and Trans-
parency Act—or the PACT Act—to 
shed greater light on the secretive con-
tent moderation processes internet 
platforms use. 

The PACT Act would require internet 
platforms to prepare biannual trans-
parency reports outlining material 
that they have removed from their 
sites or chosen to deemphasize. These 
reports would have to be made avail-
able to the public and not in inten-
tionally complicated legalese. Plat-
forms would have to provide clearly 
understandable versions of these re-
ports to consumers. 

The PACT Act would require tech-
nology platforms to provide consumers 
with greater due process when it comes 
to content these platforms remove or 
otherwise moderate. So if Facebook, 
for example, removed one of your 
posts, it would have to tell you why 
and would have to provide a way for 
you to appeal that decision. 

Today, I am introducing a third piece 
of legislation to increase transparency 
and accountability at Big Tech. This 
bill is called the Political Bias in Algo-
rithm Sorting Emails Act, otherwise 
known as the Political BIAS Emails 
Act. The Political BIAS Emails Act is 
intended to address the problem polit-
ical campaigns on both sides of the 
aisle have faced in getting their cam-
paign emails to Americans. 

A recent study from North Carolina 
State University found that during the 
2020 election, Google’s Gmail—the larg-
est email provider in the United 
States—sent greater numbers of Re-
publican campaign emails to spam 
folders, while Yahoo! and Outlook sent 
greater numbers of Democratic cam-
paign emails to spam, albeit by lesser 
margins than Google did for Repub-
lican campaign emails. Well, that is a 
problem. 

Americans should have access to po-
litical communications from both par-
ties so that they can make their own 
informed decisions on what candidates 
they wish to support. Disproportion-
ately filtering out information from 
candidates of one party—or from a cer-
tain candidate within a particular po-
litical party, as happened during the 
Democratic Presidential primary— 
skews the information available to 
Americans. 

I do not believe that Big Tech should 
be deciding what information individ-
uals receive. Americans are free to opt 
out of whatever email communications 
they wish, including political commu-
nications, but Big Tech should not be 
making that decision for them. My Po-
litical BIAS Emails Act would prohibit 
email services from using filtering al-
gorithms on emails sent from political 
campaigns where the candidate is run-
ning from Federal office. 

Gmail and other email services’ 
inboxing practices are a black box to 
consumers, and they operate with very 

little accountability. To address this, 
my legislation would require email 
services to submit transparency re-
ports noting the number of emails from 
both Republican and Democratic cam-
paigns flagged as spam, as well as pro-
vide information to political cam-
paigns on request to help ensure that 
voters are receiving relevant informa-
tion on every candidate’s policy posi-
tions. 

This legislation would help ensure 
that Americans and not Big Tech—I 
emphasize not Big Tech—are making 
the decisions on what campaign com-
munications they want to receive. 

Internet platforms have enhanced 
Americans’ lives in a number of ways, 
as I have already mentioned. But as 
these platforms play an ever-greater 
role in shaping the information we re-
ceive, it is vital that we insist on ade-
quate transparency and ensure that 
Americans are given the opportunity 
to opt out of the filter bubble. Amer-
ican people ought to be in charge of 
what they see, not Big Tech companies. 

I will continue to work to advance 
the various bills that I have introduced 
to promote greater transparency in Big 
Tech. And as ranking member of the 
Commerce Committee’s Subcommittee 
on Communications, Media, and 
Broadband, I will continue to focus on 
ways to ensure that Big Tech is ac-
countable to consumers. 

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the text of the 
bill be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S. 4409 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Political 
Bias In Algorithm Sorting Emails Act of 
2022’’ or the ‘‘Political BIAS Emails Act of 
2022’’. 
SEC. 2. UNFAIR AND DECEPTIVE ACTS AND PRAC-

TICES RELATING TO FILTERING PO-
LITICAL EMAILS THAT A CONSUMER 
HAS ELECTED TO RECEIVE. 

(a) CONDUCT PROHIBITED.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—It shall be unlawful for an 

operator of an email service to use a fil-
tering algorithm to apply a label to an email 
sent to an email account from a political 
campaign unless the owner or user of the ac-
count took action to apply such a label. 

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The prohibition 
under subsection (1) shall take effect on the 
date that is 3 months after the date of enact-
ment of this Act. 

(b) QUARTERLY TRANSPARENCY REPORT.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Beginning with the first 

year that begins on or after the date that is 
120 days after the date of enactment of this 
Act, each operator of an email service shall 
be required to make publicly available, on a 
quarterly basis, a transparency report that 
meets the requirements of this subsection. 

(2) CONTENT OF REPORT.—Each quarterly 
report by an operator of an email service re-
quired under this subsection shall include 
the following: 

(A) The total number of instances during 
the previous quarter in which emails from 
political campaigns were flagged as spam. 
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(B) The number of instances during the 

previous quarter in which emails from polit-
ical campaigns were flagged as spam by a fil-
tering algorithm without direction from the 
email account owner or user. 

(C) The total number of instances during 
the previous quarter when emails from polit-
ical campaigns of candidates belonging to 
the Republican Party were flagged as spam. 

(D) The percentage of emails during the 
previous quarter of the year flagged as spam 
from political campaigns of candidates be-
longing to the Republican party. 

(E) The number of instances during the 
previous quarter in which emails from polit-
ical campaigns of candidates belonging to 
the Republican Party were flagged as spam 
by a filtering algorithm without direction 
from the email account owner or user. 

(F) The percentage of emails during the 
previous quarter of the year flagged as spam 
by a filtering algorithm without direction 
from the email account owner or user for 
emails from political campaigns of can-
didates belonging to the Republican Party. 

(G) The total number of instances during 
the previous quarter when emails from polit-
ical campaigns of candidates belonging to 
the Democratic Party were flagged as spam. 

(H) The percentage of emails during the 
previous quarter of the year flagged as spam 
from political campaigns of candidates be-
longing to the Democrat party. 

(I) The number of instances during the pre-
vious quarter in which emails from political 
campaigns of candidates belonging to the 
Democratic Party were flagged as spam by a 
filtering algorithm without direction from 
the email account owner or user. 

(J) The percentage of emails during the 
previous quarter of the year flagged as spam 
by a filtering algorithm without direction 
from the email account owner or user for 
emails from political campaigns of can-
didates belonging to the Democrat party. 

(K) A descriptive summary of the kinds of 
tools, practices, actions, and techniques used 
by an operator of an email service during the 
previous quarter in determining which 
emails from political campaigns to flag as 
spam. 

(3) PUBLICATION AND FORMAT.—The oper-
ator of an email service shall publish each 
quarterly report required under this sub-
section with an open license, in a machine- 
readable and open format, and in a location 
that is easily accessible to consumers. 

(c) DISCLOSURE FOR POLITICAL CAM-
PAIGNS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Beginning 3 months after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, each 
operator of an email service shall be required 
to disclose to a political campaign, upon the 
request of the campaign and subject to para-
graph (3), a report that includes any of the 
information described in paragraph (2) that 
is requested by the campaign. 

(2) CONTENT OF THE DISCLOSURE.—The infor-
mation described in this paragraph is the fol-
lowing: 

(A) The number of instances during the 
previous quarter when emails from the polit-
ical campaign requesting the information 
were flagged as spam. 

(B) The percentage of emails sent from the 
political campaign requesting the informa-
tion that were flagged as spam during the 
previous quarter. 

(C) The number of instances during the 
previous calendar quarter when emails from 
the political campaign requesting the infor-
mation were flagged as spam by a filtering 
algorithm. 

(D) The total number of emails sent from 
the political campaign requesting the infor-
mation that reached the intended recipient’s 
primary inbox. 

(E) The percentage of emails sent from the 
political campaign requesting the informa-
tion that reached the intended recipient’s 
primary inbox. 

(F) A descriptive summary as to why an 
email from the political campaign request-
ing the information did not reach the in-
tended recipient’s primary inbox. 

(3) FREQUENCY OF REQUESTS.—A political 
campaign may not request that an operator 
of an email service provide a report con-
taining any of the information described in 
paragraph (2) more than— 

(A) once per week during election years; 
(B) twice per month during non-election 

years; and 
(C) once a week in the 12 months preceding 

the date of a special election in which a can-
didate associated with the political cam-
paign is seeking election. 

(4) BEST PRACTICES.—An operator of an 
email service shall provide to a political 
campaign, upon request, best practices on 
steps the political campaign should take to 
increase the number of emails from the po-
litical campaign that reach the intended re-
cipient’s primary inbox. 

(5) DEADLINE FOR PROVIDING DISCLOSURE TO 
POLITICAL CAMPAIGNS.—An operator of an 
email service that receives a request from a 
political campaign for a disclosure report de-
scribed in paragraph (1) or best practices de-
scribed in paragraph (4) shall provide such 
report or best practices to the political cam-
paign not later than 4 days after the oper-
ator receives the request. 

(d) ENFORCEMENT BY THE FEDERAL TRADE 
COMMISSION.— 

(1) UNFAIR OR DECEPTIVE ACTS OR PRAC-
TICES.—A violation of subsection (a), (b), or 
(c) shall be treated as a violation of a rule 
defining an unfair or a deceptive act or prac-
tice under section 18(a)(1)(B) of the Federal 
Trade Commission Act (15 U.S.C. 
57a(a)(1)(B)). 

(2) POWERS OF COMMISSION.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—The Federal Trade Com-

mission shall enforce this section in the 
same manner, by the same means, and with 
the same jurisdiction, powers, and duties as 
though all applicable terms and provisions of 
the Federal Trade Commission Act (15 U.S.C. 
41 et seq.) were incorporated into and made 
a part of this section. 

(B) PRIVILEGES AND IMMUNITIES.—Any per-
son who violates subsection (a) shall be sub-
ject to the penalties and entitled to the 
privileges and immunities provided in the 
Federal Trade Commission Act (15 U.S.C. 41 
et seq.). 

(C) AUTHORITY PRESERVED.—Nothing in 
this section shall be construed to limit the 
authority of the Federal Trade Commission 
under any other provision of law. 

SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS. 

In this Act: 
(1) FILTERING ALGORITHM.—The term ‘‘fil-

tering algorithm’’ means a computational 
process, including one derived from algo-
rithmic decision making, machine learning, 
statistical analysis, or other data processing 
or artificial intelligence techniques, used by 
an email service to identify and filter emails 
sent to an email account. 

(2) OPERATOR.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘‘operator’’ 

means any person who operates an email 
service and includes any person that wholly 
owns a subsidiary entity that operates an 
email service. 

(B) EXCLUSIONS.—Such term shall not in-
clude any person who operates an email serv-
ice if such service is wholly owned, con-
trolled, and operated by a person that— 

(i) for the most recent 6-month period, did 
not employ more than 500 employees; and 

(ii) for the most recent 12-month period, 
averaged less than $5,000,000,000 in annual 
gross receipts. 

(3) POLITICAL CAMPAIGN.—The term ‘‘polit-
ical campaign’’ includes— 

(A) an individual who is a candidate (as 
such term is defined in section 301(2) of the 
Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971 (52 
U.S.C. 30101(2)); 

(B) an authorized committee (as such term 
is defined in section 301(6) of such Act); 

(C) a connected organization (as such term 
is defined in section 301(7) of such Act); 

(D) a national committee (as such term is 
defined in section 301(15) of such Act); 

(E) a State committee (as such term is de-
fined in section 301(15) of such Act); and 

(F) a joint fundraising committee that in-
cludes any entity described in subparagraphs 
(A) through (E). 

f 

SUBMITTED RESOLUTIONS 

SENATE RESOLUTION 675—COM-
MEMORATING THE 100TH ANNI-
VERSARY OF THE AMERICAN 
HELLENIC EDUCATIONAL PRO-
GRESSIVE ASSOCIATION 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN (for himself and 
Mr. RUBIO) submitted the following res-
olution; which was referred to the 
Committee on the Judiciary: 

S. RES. 675 

Whereas the American Hellenic Edu-
cational Progressive Association (referred to 
in this preamble as ‘‘AHEPA’’) was founded 
on July 26, 1922, in Atlanta, Georgia, by 8 vi-
sionary Greek immigrants to help unify, or-
ganize, and protect individuals of all ethnic, 
racial, and religious backgrounds against the 
bigotry, discrimination, and defamation per-
petrated predominantly by the Ku Klux 
Klan; 

Whereas the mission of AHEPA is to pro-
mote the Hellenic ideals of ancient Greece, 
which include philanthropy, education, civic 
responsibility, and family and individual ex-
cellence through community service and vol-
unteerism; 

Whereas, since the inception of AHEPA, 
the organization has instilled in the mem-
bers of AHEPA an understanding of their 
Hellenic heritage and an awareness of the 
contributions that Hellenic heritage has 
made to the development of democratic prin-
ciples and governance in the United States 
and throughout the world; 

Whereas AHEPA has done much through-
out the history of the organization to foster 
patriotism in the United States; 

Whereas members of AHEPA have served 
in the Armed Forces of the United States to 
protect the freedom of the people of the 
United States and to preserve those demo-
cratic ideals that are part of the Hellenic 
legacy; 

Whereas, in World War II, members of 
AHEPA parachuted behind enemy lines in 
Nazi-occupied Greece to help liberate Greece; 

Whereas AHEPA raised more than 
$253,000,000 for United States war bonds dur-
ing World War II, and, as a result of the ef-
fort, AHEPA was named an official issuing 
agent for United States war bonds by the De-
partment of the Treasury, an honor that no 
other civic organization had yet achieved; 

Whereas, in 1990, the members of AHEPA 
donated $612,000 toward the restoration of 
the Statue of Liberty and Ellis Island, New 
York, for which AHEPA received special rec-
ognition by the Department of the Interior; 
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